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{12:4 CRLR 125] The Board may decide 
at its February meeting to incorporate 
some of the proposals into an omnibus 
bill; additionally, the Board may seek au-
thors for the more complex or controver-
sial proposals. 
Among the proposals which the Board 
may pursue are amendments to Business 
and Professions Code section 8024.5, re-
garding the reinstatement of a license that 
has been expired for three years or longer. 
The Board's proposal would allow the 
holder of an expired license to obtain a 
new license if (I) no fact, circumstance, or 
condition exists which would justify de-
nial of licensure; (2) the license holder 
pays all late fees and new licensing fees; 
and (3) the licensee passes the Board's 
exam or otherwise establishes to the satis-
faction of the Board that he/she is quali-
fied to practice shorthand reporting. At the 
meeting, the California Court Reporters 
Association (CCRA) expressed opposi-
tion to the proposal, suggesting that a li-
censee whose license has lapsed should 
begin the application process anew. 
The Board also discussed its proposal 
to add section 8024.7 to the Business and 
Professions Code, to create an inactive 
license status. Because part of this pro-
posal refers to continuing education (CE) 
requirements which have yet to be adopted, 
the Board decided to postpone this pro-
posed amendment until the CE program is 
in place. CCRA opposed the proposal, 
contending that it gives the Board too 
much discretion in reactivating inactive 
licenses, the language is vague, and the 
criterion to reactivate inactive licenses is 
not skill-based. 
The Board is also considering amend-
ing Business and Professions Code sec-
tion 8027(c}, to extend the period during 
which a school may be granted provi-
sional recognition from three to five years. 
CCRA also opposed this proposal on the 
basis that it gives the Board too much 
discretion, and suggested that if a school 
is unable to complete the requirements for 
full recognition within the allotted three 
years, it should not be recognized. 
Other legislative proposals under con-
sideration by the Board would change the 
Board's name to the "Court Reporters Cer-
tification Board"; broaden the scope of 
existing provisions relating to holding 
oneself out as a CSR to include the use of 
any terms or letters which indicate or 
imply certification; provide that unli-
censed firms not having a CSR as a re-
sponsible managing employee are guilty 
of a misdemeanor under Business and Pro-
fessions Code section 8016.5; and add 
three new grounds for discipline to section 
8025 (lack of competence, charging fees 
higher than allowed by statute, and failure 
to comply with any sanction imposed by 
a court). 
Finally, the Board created a task force 
to determine whether the Board should 
propose legislation prohibiting contracts 
or incentive gift giving between reporters 
and certain clients (see supra MAJOR 
PROJECTS). 
■ RECENT MEETINGS 
The Board's annual planning session, 
scheduled for its November I 9 meeting, 
was canceled and will be rescheduled for 
a later date. The purpose of the planning 
session will be to set goals, objectives, and 
future plans for the Board. While the meet-
ing will be open, the public is not invited 
to participate or make comment. 
At the November 19 meeting, CSRB 
Executive Officer Richard Black reported 
that the legislature defunded the Auction-
eer Commission soon after the Commis-
sion filed a lawsuit challenging the provi-
sion in the 1991-92 Budget Act which 
transferred much of the special-funded 
agency's reserve funds to the state's gen-
eral fund. [ 12:4 CRLR J] So far, no other 
agency affected by the transfer has joined 
the suit, possibly out of fear of similar 
retaliation. According to Black, the Office 
of the Legislative Analyst assured him that 
the state's action is permissible under both 
the state constitution and caselaw. Board 
members commented that if the legislature 
continues to transfer the special funds 
away from the agencies, all of the individ-
ual boards' funds may eventually be de-
posited into a DCA super-fund or even 
into the state's general fund to help bal-
ance the state budget. 
In a related matter, Black also reported 
on the possible legislative restructuring of 
DCA; the restructuring would centralize 
all enforcement responsibilities within 
DCA, perhaps decreasing the autonomy of 
individual boards within the Department. 
DCA is meeting with the individual 
boards to discuss methods of increasing 
their efficiency and efficacy. According to 
Black, DCA is leaning toward adopting 
more centralized control of the individual 
boards' functions. 
■ FUTURE MEETINGS 
May 13 in San Francisco. 
June 12 (location undecided). 
August 14 (location undecided). 
November 11 in Los Angeles. 
December 18 (location undecided). 
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STRUCTURAL PEST 
CONTROL BOARD 
Registrar: Mary Lynn Ferreira 
(916) 924-2291 
The Structural Pest Control Board (SPCB) is a seven-member board 
functioning within the Department of 
Consumer Affairs. SPCB's enabling stat-
ute is Business and Professions Code sec-
tion 8500 et seq.; its regulations are codi-
fied in Division 19, Title 16 of the Califor-
nia Code of Regulations (CCR). 
SPCB licenses structural pest control 
operators and their field representatives. 
Field representatives are allowed to work 
only for licensed operators and are limited 
to soliciting business for that operator. 
Each structural pest control firm is re-
quired to have at least one licensed oper-
ator, regardless of the number of branches 
the firm operates. A licensed field repre-
sentative may also hold an operator's li-
cense. 
Licensees are classified as: (I) Branch 
I, Fumigation, the control of household 
and wood-destroying pests by fumigants 
(tenting); (2) Branch 2, General Pest, the 
control of general pests without fumi-
gants; (3) Branch 3, Termite, the control 
of wood-destroying organisms with insec-
ticides, but not with the use of fumigants, 
and including authority to perform struc-
tural repairs and corrections; and (4) 
Branch 4, Roof Restoration, the applica-
tion of wood preservatives to roofs by roof 
restorers. Effective January I, 1993, AB 
3327 (Sher) (Chapter 274, Statutes of 
1992) converts Branch 4 licenses into 
"wood roof cleaning and treatment" regis-
tered company licenses; effective July I, 
1993, all Branch 4 licensees must be li-
censed contractors. An operator may be 
licensed in all four branches, but will usu-
ally specialize in one branch and subcon-
tract out to other firms. 
SPCB also issues applicator certifi-
cates. These otherwise unlicensed individ-
uals, employed by licensees, are required 
to take a written exam on pesticide equip-
ment, formulation, application, and label 
directions if they apply pesticides. Such 
certificates are not transferable from one 
company to another. 
SPCB is comprised of four public and 
three industry members. Industry mem-
bers are required to be licensed pest con-
trol operators and to have practiced in the 
field at least five years preceding their 
appointment. Public members may not be 
licensed operators. All Board members are 
appointed for four-year terms. The Gover-
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nor appoints the three industry representa-
tives and two of the public members. The 
Senate Rules Committee and the Speaker 
of the Assembly each appoint one of the 
remaining two public members. 
■ MAJOR PROJECTS 
Board Rescinds Specific Notices, 
Agrees to Adopt Regulations Instead. At 
its November 6 meeting, SPCB decided to 
rescind all twenty of its "Specific Notices" 
then in effect. These Specific Notices, ap-
proved by the Board over the course of the 
past decade, represent SPCB policies and 
interpretations of various statutes and reg-
ulations, and are intended to guide the 
conduct of its licensees. 
SPCB 's unusual action came as a result 
of an October 26 petition for rulemaking 
filed by Center for Public Interest Law 
(CPIL) intern Lisa Werries pursuant to 
Government Code section 1134 7. In her 
petition, Werries analyzed all twenty of 
the Specific Notices and concluded that 
most of them constitute "underground 
rulemaking." That is, most of the notices 
fit within the definition of the term "regu-
lation" in Government Code section 
11342(b) and must be formally adopted by 
the Board through the rulemaking proce-
dures of the Administrative Procedure Act 
(APA), Government Code section 11340 
et seq., and approved by the Office of 
Administrative Law before they are en-
forceable. Werries concluded that the re-
maining notices are either unnecessary re-
statements of existing statutes or regula-
tions, or entirely obsolete. 
At SPCB's November 6 meeting, 
Werries presented her petition and analy-
ses, and urged the Board to properly adopt 
its Specific Notices as regulations under 
the APA. During its discussion of the 
issue, the Board reviewed a lengthy mem-
orandum by Department of Consumer Af-
fairs (DCA) legal counsel Don Chang, in 
which Chang-who has recently been as-
signed to advise SPCB-essentially 
agreed with Werries' analysis. Following 
its consideration of the matter and 
Chang's observation that Specific Notices 
are wholly unenforceable (whereas regu-
lations are binding on Board licensees and 
enforceable through the disciplinary pro-
cess), the Board voted to grant Werries' 
petition and rescind all twenty of its Spe-
cific Notices. The Board also directed a 
special committee to analyze all of the 
notices and recommend which shouM be 
adopted as regulations, which should be 
rewritten as informational bulletins, and 
which should be withdrawn altogether. 
On November 23, SPCB informed 
CPIL that it would seek to formally adopt 
the following Specific Notices as regula-
lions: 1-1-89 (Branch I-Commencing 
Aeration), 1-3-89 (Branch I-Secondary 
Locks), 11-1-83 (Branch II-Carpenter 
Ants), III-5-83 (Branch III-Rooflnspec-
tion), IIl-6-83 (Branch III-Roof Inspec-
tion), III-7-83 (Branch III-Structural 
Member), Ill-8-83 (Branch III-Inspec-
tion and Completion Tags), III-9-83 
(Branch III-Structurally Weakened), and 
111-3-89 (Branch 111-Condomin-
ium/fownhouse Inspections). SPCB is ex-
pected to release more detailed results of 
the committee's analysis at its May meet-
ing. 
Board Revises Inspection Report 
Format. On November 5, SPCB 's Inspec-
tion Report Format Committee held a spe-
cial meeting to review the Board's "In-
structions for Completing Wood-Destroy-
ing Pests and Organisms Report" and rec-
ommend revisions to section 1996, Title 
16 of the CCR; SPCB discussed these 
recommendations at its November6 meet-
ing. After some discussion, the Board 
unanimously agreed to propose that six of 
the Committee's recommendations be 
amended into section 1996. These recom-
mendations concern diagram placement in 
the report form, language required in a 
separated report, the establishment of spe-
cific headings for additional pages of the 
report, the labeling of specific findings 
and recommendations, the inclusion of the 
pesticide disclosure statement as the last 
page of the report, and language to define 
the distinctions between limited, special, 
and original reports. The Board voted to 
notice the proposed regulatory changes 
for public hearing in February. 
Board Rejects Proposed Amend-
ment to Section 8555. In May 1992, Mat-
thew Poore requested that SPCB seek to 
amend Business and Professions Code 
section 8555, which specifies those per-
sons exempt from the licensure require-
ments of the Structural Pest Control Act. 
As an employee of a licensed pest control 
operator, Poore traps and retrieves skunks, 
raccoons, and opossums which have made 
dens inside or outside of structures. To the 
extent that Poore traps and removes ani-
mals from buildings, his activities require 
a SPCB license; however, to the extent 
that he traps animals outside a building, 
his activity falls under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Food and Agriculture 
(DFA). As a result, Poore is required to be 
licensed by both agencies; he also pos-
sesses a trapping permit from the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game (DFG). 
At its November meeting, SPCB con-
sidered Poore's request to seek an amend-
ment to section 8555 to exempt persons 
holding a DFG trapping permit from the 
Board's licensing requirements. However, 
DCA legal counsel Don Chang informed 
the Board that the trapping permit issued 
by DFG allows the holder to trap forbear-
ing mammals or nongame mammals only 
during a specified season; Chang con-
cluded that a proposal to exempt trappers 
holding such a DFG permit from the 
Structural Pest Control Act would not be 
workable. Chang also noted that "[s]ince 
Poore's trapping activities extend beyond 
the confines of a structure, a proposal to 
establish a new license category in the 
Structural Pest Control Act to encompass 
trapping activities both in and outside of a 
structure would be a significant expansion 
of the Board's jurisdiction and should not 
be taken lightly." Chang recommended 
that the agency best suited to address 
Poore's concern is either DFA or DFG. 
Following discussion, the Board decided 
to deny Poore's request that it seek amend-
ments to section 8555. 
SPCB and PCOC Address Problems 
Regarding Control Service Agree-
ments. On October 7, SPCB's Control 
Service Committee met with representa-
tives of Pest Control Operators of Califor-
nia, Inc. (PCOC) to identify problems and 
make recommendations for proposed 
amendments to section 1998, Title 16 of 
the CCR, regarding control service agree-
ments; "control service" is the regular re-
inspection of a property after a report has 
been made in compliance with Business 
and Professions Code section 8516 and 
such corrective actions as have been 
agreed upon have been completed. [II :4 
CRLR I I 4 J The problems identified by the 
participants concern annual inspections 
charged for but not conducted; problems 
not handled in a timely manner; Business 
and Professions Code section 8538 com-
pliance; requirement of inspection tags; 
extended warranties; frequency of inspec-
tions; misunderstandings by the consumer 
regarding coverage; findings made on es-
crow inspections not reported on previous 
control service inspections; and the use of 
industry terms which are confusing to the 
consumer. 
At SPCB 's November 6 meeting, the 
Board reviewed the following recommen-
dations which were formulated at the Oc-
tober meeting: 
• Because a control service inspection 
agreement may be limited or full, the 
scope of inspection must be clearly dis-
closed to the consumer. 
• A full inspection of the property cov-
ered by the agreement must be performed 
and a report filed at least once every three 
years. 
• A written inspection report must be 
filed whenever there is a new condition 
found on the property covered by the 
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agreement; a new condition is one that has 
not been previously included on a written 
report. 
• A written inspection report is re-
quired if fumigation is recommended on a 
property under control service. 
• A written inspection report is not 
required if the condition has been pre-
viously reported; the condition is covered 
under the control service; there is no addi-
tional charge for the correction; the cor-
rection is completed within 45 days of 
discovery; and the correction does not in-
clude fumigation. 
• A pesticide notification required by 
Business and Professions Code section 
8538 must be provided prior to a pesticide 
application under a control service agree-
ment. 
• A control service inspection must be 
performed by a Branch 3 licensee; provis-
ions of Business and Professions Code 
section 8506.1 do not modify this require-
ment. 
• A control service agreement shall in-
c I ude the requirements of section 
I 998(a)-(t), Title 16 of the CCR, except 
for the requirement for an expiration date 
in section 1998( d); and shall provide that 
the time period within which a company 
must complete correction of conditions 
covered under the control service will be 
within six months of discovery, unless 
extended by mutual consent. 
• SPCB and PCOC will develop a 
glossary of terms used in control service 
agreements and will distribute this infor-
mation to the industry and the public. 
The Board voted unanimously to seek 
to adopt these recommendations through 
legislative and regulatory amendments. 
SPCB Reverses Beetle Holes Deci-
sion. Section 1991(a)(8)(C)(3), Title 16of 
the CCR, currently provides that when a 
complete inspection is performed, a rec-
ommendation shall be made to remove or 
cover all accessible evidence of wood-de-
stroying pests, for example, pellets, frass, 
or beetle holes. At its August 7 meeting, 
SPCB rejected the Technical Advisory 
Committee's recommended amendment 
to section 1991 (a)(8)(C)(3) which would 
instead provide that when a complete in-
spection is performed, a recommendation 
shall be made to remove or cover all ac-
cessible pellets and frass of wood-destroy-
ing pests; however, the Board agreed to 
reconsider the proposal at its next meet-
ing. { 12:4 CRLR 128] At SPCB's Novem-
ber 6 meeting, several licensees noted 
their support for the proposed amendment, 
contending that it is too expensive and 
time-consuming for operators to remove 
or cover all beetle holes. Other licensees, 
however, pointed out that some operators 
unnecessarily refumigate upon the discov-
ery of old beetle holes which were not 
previously masked; the cost of such un-
necessary fumigation is borne by the con-
sumer. After much discussion, the Board 
voted to pursue the proposed amendment 
to section 1991(a)(8)(C)(3) and tenta-
tively scheduled a public hearing for Feb-
ruary 26. 
Board to Propose CE Amendments. 
Existing law requires the completion of 
courses of continuing education (CE) as a 
condition to the renewal of each SPCB 
license. Existing regulations define the 
Board's CE requirements, the hour system 
for approved educational activities, and 
the procedures for the submission and ap-
proval of educational activities. SPCB is 
considering a regulatory proposal which 
would decrease the number of CE hours 
required to renew a license; delete the 
maximum number of CE hours which may 
be gained by participation in approved 
in-house training activities; amend its reg-
ulations to comply with AB 3327 (Sher) 
(Chapter 274, Statutes of 1992), which 
changed Branch 4 to a license category 
called Wood Roof Cleaning and Treat-
ment; specify the number of CE hours 
required for licenses issued in wood roof 
cleaning and treatment and the other three 
branches of pest control; amend the num-
ber of hours needed in specified areas of 
training; eliminate activity requirements 
for the renewal of a license; require an 
examination for specific CE activities; 
and require course providers to submit a 
course roster to SPCB for each course 
instructed. At this writing, a public hear-
ing on the proposed changes is tentatively 
scheduled for February 26. 
Fumigation Sign Posting. Upon rec-
ommendation from its Technical Advisory 
Committee, the Board will pursue amend-
ments to section 1970.6, Title 16 of the 
CCR, regarding the placement of warning 
signs regarding fumigation. [ 12:4 CRLR 
128] The proposed amendments would 
provide that, prior to sealing the structure, 
the SPCB licensee must post fumigation 
warning signs indicating the date of fumi-
gation on or near all entrances and each 
side of the structure; these signs must be 
kept at those locations until the structure 
is declared safe for reoccupancy. Fumiga-
tion warning signs shall be clearly visible 
on all sides of the space under fumigation 
and from any direction from which the site 
may be approached, and additional fumi-
gation warning signs may be posted at all 
joint seams at the first floor level. At this 
writing, a public hearing on the proposed 
amendments is scheduled for February 26. 
Board Proposes to Amend Notation 
on Completion Tags. At its November 6 
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meeting, SPCB unanimously directed its 
legal counsel to review the Board's statu-
tory authority to amend section 1996.1, 
Title 16 of the CCR, to require licensees 
to list either the chemical or the method 
used to destroy wood-destroying pests on 
completion tags which must be posted in 
fumigated areas. 
Update on Other Proposed Regula-
tory Changes. The following is a status 
update on other SPCB rulemaking propos-
als reported in detail in previous issues of 
the Reporter: 
• Limited Reports Required for 
Structures that Touch or Connect. SPCB 
has decided to postpone action on its pro-
posed adoption of section I 990(c), Divi-
sion I 9, Title I 6 of the CCR. { 12:4 CRLR 
127] As originally proposed, the new sec-
tion would have required the inspection of 
any wood structure that touches or con-
nects to the structure being inspected. Due 
to the amount of criticism received regard-
ing the proposed language, SPCB is ex-
pected to draft new language and conduct 
a public hearing on the new version in 
February. 
• Notice of Re-Entry. On December 
18, the Office of Administrative Law 
(OAL) approved SPCB 's adoption of sec-
tion I 973, Title 16 of the CCR, which 
requires that, following a fumigation, the 
licensee must personally release the prop-
erty for occupancy by posting a Notice of 
Re-Entry. {12:4 CRLR 127] 
At its November 6 meeting, the Board 
discussed a new addition to the Notice of 
Re-Entry which would specify when the 
aeration began; this addition was recom-
mended by the Department of Food and 
Agriculture, Pacific Gas and Electric, and 
the Department of Pesticide Regulation. 
After some discussion, the Board decided 
not to implement any proposed additions 
to the Notice. 
• Standard Notice of Work Com-
pleted and Not Completed. On October 6, 
the Board submitted its rulemaking file to 
OAL on SPCB's proposed new section 
1996.2, Title 16 of the CCR, which would 
revise the Board's "Standard Notice of 
Work Completed and Not Completed" 
form and require the form's use. SPCB 
had temporarily postponed this action 
based on the Department of Consumer 
Affairs' (DCA) concern that the proposal 
would not accomplish its intended pur-
pose. {12:4 CRLR 128] On November 19, 
however, OAL approved the section, 
which requires that registered companies 
file a written standard notice of work com-
pleted and not completed form, as speci-
fied, with SPCB. 
• Stamp Fee Increase. DCA rejected 
SPCB's proposed amendment to section 
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1948, Division 19, Title 16 of the CCR, 
which would have increased the pesticide 
use report filing fee from $6 to $7. [12:4 
CRLR 127] 
• Secondary Recommendations. On 
December 17, OAL approved SPCB 's 
amendments to section 1992, Title 16 of 
the CCR, which provide that when sec-
ondary recommendations are made, they 
shall be labeled as such and included as 
part of the inspection report with a full 
explanation of why they are made, includ-
ing a notation that they are sub-standard 
measures. 
• Barricading Doorways Without 
Doors. SPCB submitted its rulemaking 
file on its proposed amendments to section 
1970.3, Title 16 of the CCR, regarding 
procedures for barricading doorways 
without doors, to OAL on December I. 
[ 12:4 CRLR 127] 
• Registered Companies. SPCB staff 
is still preparing the rulemaking file on its 
proposed amendment to section 1937 .16 
which would subject Branch 4 registered 
companies to the provision which requires 
Branch I and Branch 3 registered compa-
nies to use a "Notice of Owner" form, as 
specified by the Board. [12:1 CRLR 101] 
• Use of the Term "Fungicide." 
SPCB 's proposed amendments to sections 
1970.4 and 1983 would add the term "fun-
gicide" to numerous provisions which 
currently relate to the use of pesticides. 
During a 15-day public comment period, 
the Board received comments which indi-
cated that some modifications made to the 
sections were improper. Accordingly, the 
Board is re-evaluating its proposal and has 
tentatively scheduled another public hear-
ing on the proposed amendments for Feb-
ruary. [12:4 CRLR 128] 
• Condominiums and Townhomes. 
SPCB is scheduled to conduct a February 
26 public hearing on its proposed adoption 
of section 1990.1 regarding a SPCB 
licensee's inspection of a common interest 
development such as a condominium or 
townhouse unit. [ 12 :4 CRLR 128 J 
■ RECENT MEETINGS 
At SPCB's November 6 meeting, Reg-
istrar Mary Lynn Ferreira reported that 
DCA is considering proposals to consoli-
date the enforcement functions of DCA 
agencies within the Department; the 
Board unanimously directed Ferreira to 
oppose any attempt by DCA to remove or 
transfer the Board's enforcement powers. 
The Registrar also reported that SPCB's 
Research Fund has $90,000 for research 
grants during fiscal year 1993-94. If the 
funds are not awarded, they will accrue to 
the following year. 
Also at its November 6 meeting, the 
Board discussed the feasibility of requir-
ing two photographs to be submitted with 
an application for Ii censure; the first photo 
would be used to verify that an examinee 
is in fact the license applicant, and the 
second photo would be mounted on the 
SPCB license. Photo-bearing licenses 
would necessitate a $ I 0-$20 increase in 
licensing fees. Following discussion, the 
Board directed staff to prepare regulatory 
language which would require photo iden-
tification on SPCB licenses. 
■ FUTURE MEETINGS 






Enacted in 1973, abolished in 1982, and reenacted by SB 1453 (Presley) effec-
tive January 31, I 983, the Tax Preparer 
Program registers approximately 19,000 
commercial tax preparers and 6,000 tax 
interviewers in California, pursuant to 
Business and Professions Code section 
9891 et seq. The Program's regulations are 
codified in Division 32, Title 16 of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR). 
An Administrator, appointed by the Gov-
ernor and confirmed by the Senate, en-
forces the provisions of the Tax Preparer 
Act. 
Registrants must be at least eighteen 
years old, have a high school diploma or 
pass an equivalency exam, have com-
pleted sixty hours of instruction in basic 
personal income tax law, theory, and prac-
tice within the previous eighteen months, 
or have at least two years' experience 
equivalent to that instruction. Twenty 
hours of continuing education are required 
each year. 
Prior to registration, tax preparers must 
deposit a bond or cash in the amount of 
$2,000 with the Department of Consumer 
Affairs. Registration must be renewed an-
nually, and a tax preparer who does not 
renew his/her registration within three 
years after expiration must obtain a new 
registration. The Program's initial regis-
tration fee is $50; the renewal fee is $50; 
and the registration fee for a branch office 
is $25. 
Members of the State Bar of Califor-
nia, accountants regulated by the state or 
federal government, and those authorized 
to practice before the Internal Revenue 
Service are exempt from registration. 
BOARD OF EXAMINERS 
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Pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 4800 et seq., the Board 
of Examiners in Veterinary Medicine 
(BEVM) licenses all veterinarians, veter-
inary hospitals, animal health facilities, 
and animal health technicians (AHTs). 
The Board evaluates applicants for veter-
inary licenses through three written exam-
inations: the National Board Examination, 
the Clinical Competency Test, and the 
California State Board Examination. 
The Board determines through its reg-
ulatory power the degree of discretion that 
veterinarians, AHTs, and unregistered as-
sistants have in administering animal 
health care. BEVM's regulations are cod-
ified in Division 20, Title 16 of the Cali-
fornia Code of Regulations (CCR). All 
veterinary medical, surgical, and dental 
facilities must be registered with the 
Board and must conform to minimum 
standards. These facilities may be in-
spected at any time, and their registration 
is subject to revocation or suspension if, 
following a proper hearing, a facility is 
deemed to have fallen short of these stan-
dards. 
The Board is comprised of six mem-
bers, including two public members. The 
Board has eleven committees which focus 
on the following BEVM functions: con-
tinuing education, citations and fines, in-
spection program, legend drugs, mini-
mum standards, examinations, adminis-
tration, enforcement review, peer review, 
public relations, and legislation. The 
Board's Animal Health Technician Exam-
ining Committee (AHTEC) consists of the 
following political appointees: three li-
censed veterinarians, three AHTs, and two 
public members. 
■ MAJOR PROJECTS 
BEVM Discusses Veterinarians' Du-
ties Regarding Patient Examinations. 
At its October 14-15 meeting, BEVM dis-
cussed issues concerning when and how 
often an animal patient must be examined 
by a veterinarian prior to the administra-
tion of vaccinations or medication by 
AHTs or unregistered assistants. Pursuant 
to section 2035(c), Title 16 of the CCR, 
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